














g5 o
Clossﬂ’lcahon- - &=

(Thls form is to be used for material extracted
from CIA———confrolled documents.)
ﬁduluu&n@nﬂmnwrn$SHV\'

_lfPrlor to“learnlng of Oswald's probable contact' »
:,w1th DGI offlcers,,James Angleton, Chlef of theffj;»Vh
h-CIA's Counter Inteillgence Staff passed an 1nternal
memorandum to Raymond Rocca,.also of the Counter-.]
lntelllgence Staff, whlch stated that he had been
1nformed by the DDP, Rlchard Helms that J. Lee"
Rankln had contacted John McCone to request that';-'"

the Dlrector consent to an 1nterv1ew before the f”‘

Warren,CommlsSLOn»on May . 14 1964 -(J, Edgar -
Hoover also'appeared before the Comm1531on on ‘fn

'that date prlor to McCone s appearance. Warren -

) Commz_ssa.on Report APQ?W&Q)(CIA Doc. FOIA 689 298, C |
>r Memorandum of James Angleton, 5/12/64) Angletonhff Hff; : 'gggg
also wrote~» h

"I dlscussed with Mr. Helms the nature of
_the recent information which you are-
processing which originated with the
‘sensitive Western Hemlsphere source. I ‘
“informed ‘him that in your view this would '
.raise a_number of new factors with the EER
Commission, that it should not go to the - sy
Cormission prior to the Director's appear-
ance unless we have-£irst had some pre-~
liminary reaction or made sure that the
Director is fully aware of the implica-
tions since: it could well serve as the
basis for detailed questioning.  The DDP
stated that he would review this care-
fully amd made (sic) a decision as to
.the question of timing. (Ibid.) '
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to 1n Angleton s memowaslkd“ Thls COnCluSlon is
| based ln part ‘upon the date of thls memo whlch ‘_
‘was qulte close in tlme to- A-l s defectlon. In
addltlon, Rocca~s staff‘prepared‘ - prior
“to DCI McCone s appearance before the Warren
‘a"Brief’ ' “
_‘outllnlng varlous p051tlons adopted by the CIA vis a
 v1s lts 1nvest1gat1ve efforts and a351stance to the A'
Comm:.ss:.on.' (CIA Doc. FOIA 695- 302-A, 5/14/64)
At Tab E of this brlef it states.'
Wlthln the past week, SLgnlflcant infor-.
mation has been developed=by'thehCIA're—:
garding the relationship with Oswald of
__:certaln Cuban intelligence personnel in- -
Mexico City and the reaction in Havana ff-
within the Cuban Intelligence Service
~to the news of the assassination of
President Kennedy. The Commission Staff
is in the course of being briefed on thef-
Cuban asspect. (Ibld., Tab E)
On May 15, 1964, the day of McCone s 1nterv1ew,'

'the Warren CommlSSan recelved its flrst fcrmal '

communication regarding A-1. (CIA Doc'FOIA 697—294,
5/15/64)’ However, the Agencv did not at that time
1dent1fy A—l by his real name or cryptonym nor did

“the Agency 1nd1cate that the source of this 1nformatlon
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was a defector then re51d1ng under secure condltlons
ln the Washlngton, D. C.varea., (Ibld ) The May-l5~q L
communlcatlon dld ;:"state that the Agency had .

' establlshed contact w1th a well-placed 1nv1d1vual

who has been in close and prolonged contact with
ranklng offlcers of the Cuban Direccion. General de
Intelllgenc1a.“- (Ibld ) ) !

>Attached tOWthe May 15 commcnication was a
copf of Langosch's above referenced memorandun of
May 5 1964 regardlng knowledge of Oswald® s pro-
bable contact w1th the DGI in Mex1co Clty. The
attachment made no reference to the source-s status o
as a defector from the DGI. (Ibld., attachment)

As set forth in the sectlon of this report
concernlng Lulsa-Calderon, on June 18, 1964'“Howard R
Wlllens of the Warren CommlsSLOn reviewed Langosch‘

May 5 memo and the questlons upon: whlch the lnforma-h
tion set: forth in the memo . was elicited. Neltherqghe;;;;
questlons nor-the memo shown to‘W1llensymade R
reference to theisource‘s statcsvas a defector col-
laborating with.the.CIA. (CIA Doc FOIA 739-319,

6/19/ 64).
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‘Based upon review of the Langosch memoranda,
the Committee has determined that significant
information regarding Luisa Calderon spec1f1cally
L of Nov. 22 _details of her
her conversation ana4§;soc1atlon with Cuban Intelligence
were w1thheld from the Warren CommlsSLOn. ‘This
information asdescrlbedabove, was derlved from

However,
debrleflngs of A-1. from the Commlttee E review

of the A-1 f;le provided by the CIA, the Committee
has not found any>credible evidence indicating that

other inférmationvprovided by A-1 to the CIA was

relevant to the work of the Warren'Commission; However,

in 1ts rev1ew the Committee has determlned that a
as

e spec1flc‘document‘ referenced in the Arl flle is

not present in that file.

The missing itemis of considerable concern to

the Committee. It is a debriefing report of A-1
entitled "The Oswald Case." (CIA Doc Diepatch(?EGWé ]
5035, 3/23/65) On March 23, 1965, a cizx_"di's'pat'chﬁ o
records the transmiteal,of the repotf, along w;th
eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Ibid.) Next to

the listing'Cf the "Oswald Case" debriefing report

is the handwrittenvnotetion "SI." A CIA employee

who has worked extensively with the Ageney files
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system told a Committee staff member that this

: notation was the symbol for the CIA component

¥ O v

known as Special Intelligence. Other CIA
representativeé believed the notation was a
reference to the Counterintelligence component
CI/SIG. 1IN a CIA memorandum dated September 27,
1978, the CIA has adopted the'posifion that
debriefing Report No. 40 is a duplicétion_of
the original Langosch memorandum of May 5, 1964-
J concerning AMMUG's knowledge of Lee Harvey

é;{q??ﬂ s*"-x )

Oswald s possible contact Wlth the Df[.* Ne.rcd’f\#."%‘a
Sy -5 N 43421,‘:5:.(4‘5 s &t " 2 K E:‘"‘“’“"""Qf':" Pabrietirs!
L] P an -
The' Committee has questloned 11 s caf% s remecandirom.

officers regarding additional information that A=-1 may

have supplied about Oswald. Joseph Langosch, when
interviewed by the Committee, stated that he did not
have contact with the Warren Commission and does £
noﬁ know what information derived from A-1l's de- ® -
briefinés‘was supplied to the Warren Commission. (HSCA

Staff Interview of Joseph Langosch, 8/21/78; Cite also

Interviews of Hildago & Piccolo) He also stated that

he does not recall that A-1 provided any other information
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- *The CIA memorandum states in part as follows:

and considered the possibility that he

might have some knowledge of the Oswald

case, CI Staff submitted a list of questions
to WH (Western Hemisphere) for debriefing
AMMUG~1...WH desk records reflect that
AMMUG-1 was debriefed on 4 May 64 regarding
this questlonnalre.../B/ecause the debriefing
- on the Oswald case was handled as a sensitive
matter, it was dictated directly to a CI
(Counterlntelllgence) stenographer on

5 May 1964. /Note. A-]1 was debriefed on
several subjects on 4 May 64. -The procedure
was to assign each subject discussed a
debriefing number and they were written

up in contact report form by the WH case
officer. The instructions from CI staff

were to handle the Oswald case debriefing
very closely and not to keep any copies in é?
WH . DlVlSlon/ The "Oswald Case" was

logged in the WH notebook log as debriefing

report number 40, but the report itself .
was dictated by the WH Case Officer directly §§

When CI Staff learned of AMMUG-1l's defedtion Ei

to a CI staff stenographer. There would

be no reason to include the number 40 on

the report of this special debriefing for

CI staff, since it was their only debriefing v ,
report. We are certain it is the debriefing ?
report (#40) because the date is the same; _

it is the only debriefing report on Oswald a5

listed in AMMUG-1 records; and it it (sic)
the only AMMUG~1 debriefing report in
Oswald's 201 file.

(CIA Doc., Memorandum for the Record, Regarding
AMMUG-1 Debriefing Report on the Oswald
Case, 27 September, 1978, p. 1)
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on Oswald's contaét with the DGI except for that | , ;
set forth in the Memoranda of May 5, 7, and 8 EE

as discussed herein. (Ibid.)

In a further effort to clarify the substénce
of information that A~1 provided to the CIA
regarding Oéwald, the Committée has attempted‘
to locate A-l. The CIA has also attempted to

locate A-1, whose present relationship with

the Agency is ambl uous, but has been unable i}

to determlne his present whereabouts.* The CIA's"

inability to locate A-1 has been a source of

'~

concern to this Committee, particularly in

light of hlS lona association with the Adgency.
) e rnains IAGMPLEIE w th Cnhrd, +
Thus, * v sl ress chot aiss® information a-1

may have supplied the CIA about Oswald. Howevér, with

R

the exception of the Calderon episode and on the & , - p
basis of the CIA's written reocrd, it appears that

the CIA provided the Warren Commission with all A-1 .

information of investigative significance.
A separate question remaihs, however. The ?%
" Agency, as noted earlier, did not reveal to the

- Warren Commission that A-1 was present in the
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*An April 1978 CIA communlcatlon to the FBI regarding
A-1 states in pertinent part:

Since 1971 (A-1l) has not been involved
in any CIA operation in Miami or elsewhere.
[Joseph Norris Jis the alias of a CIA
representatlve[hho periodically debriefs
(A-1) on personalities and methods of the
'DGI. JThere is no other CIA involvement with
Rodriguez. (CIA Doc. 080760Z, CIA 202417,
Vol. 4, A-1 File 201-~749651)

However, a CIA handwritten index card concerning
the Agency status of A-1 states:

Informed "Calvia" on 15 April 1977 that
(A-l)m Inot

receiving any salary, but could be paid if
and when used in an operation. No problems

{CI& Doc., Handwritten Note, ‘.

15 April 1977, contained in Vol. 4 of A-1 file &
201~ 749651) :
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conditions, accessible to the Commission. Giving

due _consideratidn ﬁo the CIA's serious concern §
for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1l's
vstatﬁs was notvdisclosed prevented the Warren
Commission from exercising a possible option,

i.e. to take the sﬁorn téstimony of A-1 as it
Aconcerned Oswaid and the Kennedy assassinaﬁion.

On- this issue, as the written recard tends to

show, the Agency dnilaterally rejected the possibility

of exercising this option.

In light of the establishmenﬁ_of A-1's
hona fides,‘ . | | -, his
proven reliability and his depth of knowledge of
Cuban intelligence éctivities, this opﬁion might

well have been considered by the Warren Commission.
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During 1967, the CIA's Inspector General

issued a report which examined CIA supported

assassination plots. Included in this report

was discussion of the CIA-Mafia plots and an .
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Agency project referred to as the AMLASH
operation (CIA InSéecéor General Report 1967
' pp. 1-74, 78-112). The AMLASH operation involved

‘a high level Cuban official (assigned the CIA

-, . R

cryptonym AMLASH/1) who, during 1962 while meeﬁing"

with a CIA representative expressed the desire to

assassinate Fideél Castro (Ibid., p. 84). As a
result of AMLASH's expressed objective and the
CIA'S deSLre to find a viable political. alternatlve

to the Castro regime, the Agency subsequently

provlded AMLASH with both moral and material -
support designed to depose Fidel Castro. (Ibid.,

pPp. 80-94). The AMLASH operation was terminated

G,

by the CIA in 1965 as the result of security leaks.

- ~ (Ibid. pp. 104-106) During 1965, AMLASH and his

.

conSpira§Ors were brought to trial in Cuba for plotting

against Castro. AMLASH was sentenced to death, but

G,

at Castro's request the sentence was reduced to

® 5 -
twenty-fivé years imprisonment. (Ibid. pp. 107-110)}. .
. - In its examination of the AMLASH operation g;

the 1967 IGR concluded that the CIA had offered both

direct and indirect support for AMLASH's plotﬁing (Ibid. p. 8&
' _ . _ ¥
SECREL |
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The most striking example of the CIA's direct

offér of support to AMLASH reported by the

1967 IGR states "it is likely that at the very
homent.President Kennedy was sﬁot a CIA officer

was meéting.with a Cuban agent in Paris ahd‘giving.
him an assassination device for use against CASTRO;"
(Ibid.)

The 1967 IGR. offered no firm evidence confirming
or refuting Casﬁro‘s khleedge of the AMLASH operation
prior to the assassination of President Kennedy. The
1967 iGR did note that’in 1965 when AMLASH'was

') '
tried ln*Havana ﬁfess reports of Cuban knowledge

/
of AMLASH'sfassociatidn with the CIA weredated from’
November 1964 approximately one year after PreSLdent |
,Kennedy s assassznatlon (Iold;’p. 11L). - .
The Church Committee in Book V of its Final
Report examined the AMLASH operation in great»detail.
(SSC, Book V, pp. 2-7, 67-69)  The Church Commitage |

concluded:

The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the
Warren Commision work than the early CIA

assassination plots with the underworld.

Unilke those earlier plots, the AMLASH
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operation was in progress at the time

' of the assassination} unlike the earlier
plots, the_AMLASH operation could
Clearly be traced to the CIA; and -
unlike. the earlier ploﬁs, the CIA had
endqrsed AMLASH'S proposal fdr‘a.cdup,l
the first step to him being Céstro's |
_assassinatioh, despite Castro's'threat
to retaliate for such plotting. No one
directly involved in either investigation
(i.e. the CIA and the FBIf'was toid of
the AMLASH operation. No one investi-
~gated a’connection between the AMLASH
operation and President Kennedy's

"éssaQSination} Although oswald had been
in contact with pro~Castr§ and anti- |
Caétro groups for many months before the
assassination, the CiA did’not conduct
a thorough investigation of questidns

of Cuban government or Cuban exile

involvement. in the assassination. (Ibid. p. 5).
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In 1977, the CIA issuedva.second Inspector
General's Repbrt concerning the subject of CIA

sponsored assassination plots. This Report, in

/////yrﬂigrge partj\ﬁaﬁféziggggﬁ>as a rebuttal of the

Church Committee's findings. The 1977 IGR states:

The Report (of the Church Committee)

assigns it (the. AMLASH operation)

characteristics that it did not have

during the perlod precedlng the assassina-

tion of JFK in order to support the SSC

view that it should have been reported

to the Warren Commission. (1977 IGR p. 2)

The 1977 IGR concluded that pridr to the
- assassination of President Kennedy, the AMLASH
operation was not an assassination plot.
Nevertheless, the 1977 IGR did state:
It would have served to reinforce the
credibility of [the Warren Comm1531é§]¢f;”’~,
its efforts had it taken a broader view
investigation]. The ~—too, could.
have considéred in(s ec1fl ,
what most then saw in neral terms--
the possibility of Soviet or Cuban
involvement in the assassination

because of the tensions of the time.
It is not enough to be able to point

)
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to erroneous criticisms made
The Agency should have takeﬁziigz§;£::\\
initiatives\then as well. That - )

r’"’“‘“_eiﬂ es at the time felt--as

they obviously did--that the activities

about which they knew had no relevance

to the Warren Commission inquiry does

not take the place of a record of

conscious review. (Ibid. pP. 1Yy ro

'Richard Helms, as the highest level CIA
- employee in contact with the Warren Commission on
a regular basis, testified to the Rockefeller
Commission that he did not believe the AMLASH
operation was relevant to the investigation of
President Kennedy's deatq.f (Rockefeller Commission,
Testimony of Richard Helms, 4/24/75 pp. 389-391,392)
In addition, Mr. Helms testified before this
Committee that the AMLASH operation was not designed
to be an assassination plot (Exec. Sess. Test. of
Richard Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 26-27).

A contrasting view to the testimony of Mr.

Helms was offered by Joseph Langosch who in 1963

The Special ngairs Stafwaas the CIA component

responsible for-CIA'operations'directed against

the Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intelligence

Services (HSCA Class. Affidavit of Joseph Léngosch,

Classification:
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Sept. 14, 1978, p. 1) The Special Affairs Staff
was héaded by Desmond FitzGerald and was responsible

for the AMLASH operation (SSC, Book V, pp. 3, 8, 79)

Langosch, as the Chief of Counterintelligence : g
for the Special Affairs Staff, was responsible for
- safequarding SAS against penetration by foreign
intelligence services, particularly the Cuban g
Intelligence Services (HSCA Classified Affidavit
of ‘Joseph Langosch, 9/14/78, p. 3). It was g
'Langosch's recollection that:
assassination of President Kennedy was
- characterized by the Special Affairs
staff, Desmond Fitzgerald (sic) and other
senior CIA officers as an assassination

operation initiated and sponsored by the
. CIA. (Ibid., p. 4)

-..the AMLASH operation prior to the g

Langosch further recollected that as of 1962
it was highly possible that the Cuban Intelligence
Services were aware of AMLASH and his association
with the CIA and that the information upon which
he baséd his conclusion that the AMLASH
operatlon was insecure was avallable to senior levig CIa

3({.???‘- )
officials, including Desmond FitzGeraldf (Ibid., p. 4)

However, the issue before this Committee is
600112
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*In response to Langosch's sworn statements, this
Committee has received from the CIA an affidavit
executed by Kent L. Pollock (CIA pseudonym) who "served
as Executive Officer for Desmond FitzGerald during the
entire period in which he was Chief of the Special Affairs
Staff...and discussed with him the AMLASH operation as it
progressed." (CIA Doc., Affidavit of Kent L. Pollock,
executed Oct. 5, 1978, p. 1) Mr. Pollock specifically
contested Langosch's assertion that the AMLASH operation
was characterized by the Special Affairs Staff, Desmond
FitzGerald, and other senior level CIA officials as an
assassination operation. In pertinent part, Pollock
~drew the following conclusions: :

To the best of my knowledge, Mr. FitzGerald - s

considered the AMLASH operation tc be a political

action activity with the objective of organizing ;

a group within Cuba to overthrow Castro and the

Castro regime by means of a coup d'etat. I heard _

Mr. FitzGerald discuss the AMLASH operation

frequently, and never heard him characterize it as _

an ."assassie ion operation." Mr. FitzGerald g

stated within my hearing on several occasions

his awareness that coup d'etat often involves

loss of life. (Ibid., par. 3, p. 2) ‘ -
f

‘He also stated:

Desmond FitzGerald did not characterize the AMLASH
operation as an "assassgéation operation"; the

case officer did not; I, as Executive Officer, never
discussed any aspect of the AMLASH operation with
Joseph H. Langosch; the Deputy Chief, the othegr , ,
branch chiefs and the special assistants could nock

have so characterized it since they did not know

about the pen (the pen was specially fitted with a _
hypodermic syringe in response to urgings by AMLASH -
for a means to start the coup by killing Castro.)

The case officer offered the pen to AMLASH on the day
of President Kennedy's death. AMLASH rejected the

pen with disdain. /Ibid., par. 4, p. 2/), (Ibid.,

par. 6, p. 3) '
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assassination plot prior to PreSLdent Kennedy's

death. The broader and more significant issue,
as the 1977 IGR has'identified it, is whether

 the AMLASH“operation wae of sﬁfficient relevancy
to have been reported to the Warren Commission. -

In the case of the AMLASH operation this

determination is a most difficult matter to
resolve. Reasonable meh may differ in their
characterlzatlon of the Agency's operatlonal
objectlves.

~Based upon the presently available evidence

it -is the‘Committee's position that such informa-
tion, if made available tok the Warren Commission, - §
.mlght have stlmulated the COmmlSSlOn s investiga- g
tlve corcern for DOSSlble Cuban lnvolvement or

compllc1ty in the assassination. As J. Lee Rankin | _ %§
commented before this Committee: |

...when I read...the Church Committee's g _ é%
report--it was an ideal situation for o

them to just pick out any way they : '
wanted to tell the story and fit it
in with the facts that had to be met
and then either blame the rest of it.
on somebody else or not tell any more
or. polish it off. I don't think that
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could have happened back in 1964.
I think there would have been a
much better chance of getting to

‘the heart of it. It might have

only revealed that we are involved
in it and who approved it and all
that. But I think that would

" have at least come out. {HSCA Class.

Depo. .of J. Lee Rankin, 8/17/78, p.91)

The Committee is in agreement with Mr. Rankin

that had the AMLASH operation been disclosed to

the Warren COmmlSSlon, the Comm1551on might have

been able to foreclose the speculatlon and conjecture

that has s urrounded the AMLASH operation during

the past decade. As history now retofds, the AMLASH

operation remains a footnote to the turbulent

relations between Castro's Cuba and the United States.
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